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PER CURI AM

Ai nree Batumani sa Bazakala, a native and citizen of the
Republi ¢ of Congo, petitions for review of an order of the Board of
| Mm gration Appeals affirmng wthout opinion the Immgration
Judge’s (1J) denial of asylumand w thhol ding of renoval. For the
reasons di scussed bel ow, we deny the petition for review

Bazakal a asserts that she established her eligibility for
asylum To obtain reversal of a determination denying eligibility
for relief, an alien “nust show that the evidence he presented was
so conpel ling that no reasonable factfinder could fail to find the

requi site fear of persecution.” |[INS v. Elias-Zacarias, 502 U S.

478, 483-84 (1992). W have reviewed the evidence of record and
conclude that Bazakala fails to show that the evidence conpels a
contrary result. Accordingly, we cannot grant the relief that
Bazakal a seeks.

Additionally, we uphold the 1J's denial of Bazakala's
application for wthholding of renoval. The standard for
wi t hhol ding of renoval is nore stringent than that for granting

asyl um Chen v. INS, 195 F.3d 198, 205 (4th Cr. 1999). To

qualify for withhol ding of renmoval, an applicant nust denonstrate

“a clear probability of persecution.” |INS v. Cardoza-Fonseca, 480

U S 421, 430 (1987). Because Bazakala fails to show she is
eligible for asylum she cannot neet the higher standard for

wi t hhol di ng of renoval.



Accordingly, we deny the petition for review W deny
Ashcroft’s notion for summary affirmance and di spense with ora
argunent because the facts and |legal contentions are adequately

presented in the materials before the court and argument woul d not

aid the decisional process.
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